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Following tI  presentation on the data. discussions centered on the issues. The following issues
were identified:

1. Regulatory

. Crossing/filiing a TSD under interim status

b. Future remediation influence/impact/final closure
c¢. Future characterization/additional data needs

d. Fill material quality

Y]

2. Engineering Design/Construction/Operations
a. Interruption of site access and utilities
b. Worker safety/exposure
c. Additiona] = needs

[tem a under regulatory issues:

Zelma stated that crossing the ditch was not really a problem but that security o sures
would be required. Further discussions resulted in an agreement that security measures
for the road crossing the ditch. such as fencing and signage, would be included in the
design to meet both RadCon and RCRA requirements. An Action Item was given to
Zelma to identify Ecology's security requirements for the road crossing the ditch.

Item b and c under regulatory issues and item a under engineering design/construction/
operations:

Discussions concerning future remedial influence and | )acts centered around )tential
future actions. Plausible options included clean closure through additional sampling
efforts or through removal and disposal to cleanup levels. No effort was made to
prejudge the final closure option. The future characterization/closure of the ditch and the
interruption of site access are tied together. Zelma stated that any sampling now will not
satisfy the requirements for clean closure at this time. Prior to closure, an approved
closure plan must be in place; the closure plan for the 216-A-29 Ditch is not scheduled
until sometime in the future around the year 2000. Further discussions revolvedarc da
risk management decision on DOE's part. For example, if sampling of the ditch for the
road access results in data points below regulatory concern, then the road presents little
risk to future activities at the ditch and a reasonably small risk of having to relocate the

rc 1dur 2clot e ofthe TSD. However, if sampling indicates some constituents at

pot iy unacceptable levels, then the risk of having to move the roadway and interrupt
TW  operations is higher. In this instance, some removal of material prior to
construction of the access road may be warranted.

Item d under the regulatory issues was def¢ :d. All parties agreed that the material must be
clean to regulatory standards or cleanup levels, as appropriate.



Items b and c under engineering desigrvconstruction/operations:

Discussions centered around the proposed route providing the highest degree of worker
safety because it avoids the congestion in the center of 200 East Area and also avoids
more contaminated areas associated with alternate routes. Generally. evervone was in
agreement that this proposed crossing at the 216-A-29 Ditch is the best option to meet the
needs of the TWRS privatization. Dave Fort stated there 1s no need for additional
characterization for the installation of the road on the part of the TWRS privatization
project. Sufficient information. in the form of physical soil properties. has been collected
over the years to support their efforts.

In summary, the results of the discussion associated with these issues are that Ecology will
require some sam] ng in order to support the proposed crossing of the ditch. An agreement was
reached th no sampling would be required downstream of the proposed road location: however.
sampling of the area under the proposed road would be necessary. Ecology requested samples oe
taken upgradient of the road location to provide information on potential lateral migration anc
provide comparison values with the existing data. The number of samples. sample locations.
sample depths. and analyte lists were deferred to a future meeting after Ecology has time to
review and interpret the existing data. An Action Item was given to Ron Mitchell and Mary
Todd to get the data to Zelma by Friday, January 17.

The next meeting will be on Tuesday, January 14, at 12:00 pm and will begin with a tour of the
% 5-A-29 Ditch.

The pre-meeting minutes (12/11/96) are still unde >ing review by all the attendees.












1.) S: »Lo¢ ion

Discussions resulted in agreem: ! that sampling should take place at sample Site 8 and upstream
in the area of Sites 9 and 10: a downstream sample does not need to be taken.

A discussion >llowed on whether or not the upstream sample should be placed between Sites 9
and 10 or at either site 9 or site 10. The concern was comparing a sample taken from :tween
sites 9 and 10 1o the results found at sites 9 and 10 from the earlier sampling. This issue was
deferred to the Sampling and Analysis Plan.

2) Number of Sampling Locations.

wo sampling locationsv edeemedtot ‘e one at the road crossing location
(approximately Site 8 from the previous si  ing effort) and one upstr 1 of the crossi
3.) im] ng Depths

For the sample to be taken at the road crossing location, the following parameters were
identified:

- The channel horizon should be sampled.

- 3 ft below :old channel should be sample. However, a discussion followed on the
necessity of this sample if the reported cobble (“hard-panned") layer halted drilling. £
agreement was reached that this sample is necessary and that appropriate equipment
should be used to ensure penetrating this layer.

- A sample 3 ft from the surface should :taken to provide information on the backfill
material (the old sides of ditch were pushed in to stabilize the area).

- A sample 3 ft above the channel bottom should be taken. A discussion centered on the
purpose of the sample 3’ above the channel. A question was raised on use of the results
from this sample to indicate upward migration of contaminants. The group agreed that
the sample results could not be used to differentiate between contaminated fill at the time
of interim stabilization or upward contaminant migration. The sample will only give an
indication of contamination of the fill material.

For the sam] : to be taken upstream from the road crossing:

- Sam; s will be taken at the channel horizon, 3 ft below the channel, and 3 ft below the
surface.

Figure 1 shows the sampling depths at each site and the proposed changes taking place at site 8.
Site 9 on this figure means the upstream site



Figure 1. Sampling Locations and Depths
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4.) Contaminants of Concern (COC)

The contaminants of concern would be the RCRA metals. the radionuclides cesium-137,
cobalt-60 and strontium-90. and semi-volatile organics.

5. COC Detection Limits

MTC B detection limits would be used.

6.) Sample Collection Method

The following . 1ple collection methods were discussed: Cone penetrometer, hand a1

borehole, and test pits. Discussions concluded that sisnotp ofthe DQO . _isho  be left
to the Sam; ng d Analyses Plan.

7.) S:  Hle Analysis

Both field screening or laboratory analyses were discussed. Field screening would not meet the
MTCA-B standards; therefore, the samples will be sent to a laboratory with complete
documentation and chain of custody

8.) Qu: ty Assurance/Quality Contr:

A standard data validation would be performed (i.e. Splits, Duplicates and Replicates). A
Washington State Department of Health sample could serve as a QA sample to help reduce costs.

Table 2 summarizes the sample details from the meeting.

- Table 3 is the list of agreements reached at this meeting.
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